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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . The RCE/Amendment received August 9, 2004 has been entered and carefully 
considered. Claims 1-2, 4, and 6-58 remains in the application. A claim 3 and 5 has 
been cancelled, and claims 1-2, 4, 6-12, 24, 29, 32, and 39 have been amended. The 
amendment did not clarify the confusion raised by the examiner for the following 
reasons. 

2. In the last office action, the examiner noted that "the present claims are 
somewhat, unnecessarily misleading and confusing, due the language usage, though 
the examiner did not rejected under 35 USC 112 2 nd paragraph. The examiner kindly 
recommends the applicant to avoid using long sentences with repetitive words, as 
presently claimed 1 . The same problem still exists, and examiner believes that this will 
cost more time in the end for the patent office and the applicant. The examiner will 
discuss further discuss in the Response to Argument section. 

3. The examiner notes that one of the examiner cited reference Humpleman et al. 
(6,466,971) teaches the general back ground teachings that are very similar the claimed 
system environment and also similar to the Venners et al. The examiner found more 
references that are similar to the claimed system environment that the examiner relies 
as the well-known background common knowledge. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

4. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2: 



The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 
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5. Claim 58 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 

In claim 58, line 18, the phrase "other apparatus that transmitted said 
notifying command" lacks functional antecedent basis, i.e., the phrases 
"changed status" & "other apparatus" lack proper and clear antecedent basis, 
no such command was transmitted by an "other apparatus": What is the 
functional and structural relationship between "at least one other apparatus" 
and "other apparatus"? 



Response to Arguments 

6. On pages 23 (line 16) - 30 (line 8), the examiner notes that: 

a. The applicant presented the arguments on pages 23-30 for all of the 
independent claims 1 , 1 1 , 24, 29, 32, 39, 57 and 58. Since the applicant equally 
applies to the entire arguments to all of the pending independent claims, the 
examiner would like to pick one of the independent claims 57 for the following 
response to arguments. 

b. As discussed in the previous office actions regarding the claims being 
misleading and somewhat redundant that may case confusions (not necessarily 
falls under the 35 (JSC 1 12 2 nd rejection problem); the examiner has given a 
extremely broad interpretations, because the claims are extremely broad, which 
the applicant is entitled, and the claims can have many different interpretations, 
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also because the claims are extremely broad. For this reason, the examiner 
would like to concentrate on discussing with the independent claim 57 for the 
following response to arguments. The "claim 57" will be equally referred as 
"claims * for the discussion purposes. 

c. On pages 23 (last paragraph) -24 (first paragraph), the applicant argued 
that: 

• 'The present invention relates to a communication method and apparatus for use in 
performing data communication among devices connected by an IEEE 1394 bus. 

o Most claims do not specifically and clearly support such 
argument (i.e., no IEEE1394 bus claimed, no 
communication devices claimed-the term devices are not 
consistent with the claimed one other "apparatus") 

• An input device receives stream data from an output device connected to a network. 

• The output device may transmit a command to set the input device such that the 
input device may input the data in an input section of the input device. 

o The claims do not specifically and clearly support such 
argument (i.e., no separate output device and input 
device are claimed, rather claims input and output 
device communicating with one other apparatus.) 

• In response to the command, data may be prepared that indicate that the input 
setting is at least temporarily disabled. 
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o Most claims do not specifically and clearly. support such 
argument. The claim 57 
• When the device that transmitted the command receives the response data 
indicating the disabled state corresponding processing may be executed, allowing 
determination of whether the input device is ready to receive input stream data." 

o Most claims do not specifically and clearly support such 
argument 

As can be from the above comparison with the claims, the applicant's argument 
lacks support from the claims; not only that, the substance of the argument lacks 
consistency from & with the claim. 

d. As for the rest of the arguments on pages 24-30, the applicant spent a lot 
of details of the Venners et al & Humpleman et al. teaches, but such detailed 
arguments 'are not supported by the present claims for the similar reasons. The 
examiner strongly suggests the applicant to carefully read what the claim 57 
actually reads with a broadest reasonable possible interpretation in mind. 

e. On page 30, lines 6-8, the applicant argued that there was no motivation 
to combine the elements. The examiner notes that the rejection is based on the 
Venners reference alone with the help of a typical well known teachings of 
Humpleman which is only mentioned /used to support the teachings of well- 
known prior art. 

f. On pages 30 (line 11)- end, the examiner strongly disagrees with the 
applicant's argument. It is the examiner position to state that, it is the applicant's 
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duty/responsibility to file a U.S. Patent Application that is written in clear English 
without major problems under 35 USC 1 12 2 nd paragraph. More importantly, the 
originally filed claims should be clear enough for the examiner to properly 
determine the metes & bounds of the invention claimed for the proper 
patentability determination; however, the examiner was unable to do so due to 
the problems with originally claims. In addition, it is clear from the record that the 
amendment of the claims received November 16, 2000 was much better & 
searchable for the metes and bounds of the invention claimed. This means, the 
applicant could have and should have originally filed for the U.S. Patent 
Application that is clear and better. Furthermore, as can be seen form the first 
office action, the examiner unproductively spent much of the time trying to 
understand the metes and bounds of the claims with the problems being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctively claim the subject 
matter which applicant regards as the invention. In addition, the applicant's 
argument is moot in view of filing of RCE. 

g. For the above reasons, the examiner basically maintains the art rejection 
as follows. The examiner strongly applicant to carefully consider the examiner's 
response to argument before responding to this office action. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

8. Claims 1-58 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

Venners et al. (4,855,730). 

a. In figures 1-2 and the respective description sections, the Venners 
reference teaches the claimed limitations as follows & the examiner would like to 
discuss the apparatus version claims first. 

Claims 24-29 Venners et al. 

• A communication apparatus connected to a predetermined network 

o Feature of system of figure 1 

• Input and output means (I/O) for communicating with at least one other apparatus 
connected to said network 

o Feature of top section (one-third section) of the figure 1 

• Communication control means for detecting a command received at said input and 
output means requesting that said apparatus enable said input and output means to 
receive stream data from a predetermined apparatus and enabling said input and 
output means to transmit data indicating that a stream data configuration is at least 
temporarily disabled to an other apparatus that transmitted said command when an 
input of said stream data is at least temporarily disabled 

o Feature of column 5, lines 14-50 in combination with the 
rest of the teachings of Humpleman et al 

• Command control means for enabling said input and output means to output a 
command requesting that said at least out other apparatus connected to said 
network enable an input of stream data, whereby when it is determined by a 
response to said command that said at least one other apparatus is at least 
temporarily not able to receive said command output of said stream data from said 
input and output means is paused until said at least one other apparatus us is able 
to receive said command 

o Feature of column 5, lines 14-50 in combination with the 
rest of the teachings of Humpleman et al 

• Limitations of claims 25-28 & 30-31 

o Feature of column 5, lines 14-50 in combination with the 
rest of the teachings of Humpleman et al. 
Claims 32-38 Venners et al. 

• A communication apparatus connected to a predetermined network 

o Feature of system of figure 1 
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• Input and output means (I/O) for communicating with at least one other apparatus 
connected to said network 

o Feature of top section (one-third section) of the figure 1 

• Communication control means whereby when a first command requesting that said 
apparatus enable said input and output means to receive stream data from a 
predetermined other apparatus is detected at said input and output means a 
connection is established within said communication apparatus to allow said input 
and output means to input said stream data, a connection between said 
communication apparatus and said predetermined other apparatus is executed 

• Data notifying that processing has been completed are transmitted from said input 
and output means to said predetermined other apparatus when said processing is 
completed 

o Feature of column 5, lines 14-50 in combination with the 
rest of the teachings of Humpleman et al 

• Communication control means whereby when a second command for executing a 
predetermined confirmation indicating that said communication apparatus is ready to 
input said stream data is detected data notifying that said communication apparatus 
is ready to input said stream data is transmitted from said input and output menas to 
an other apparatus that transmitted said second command 

o Feature of column 5, lines 14-50 in combination with the 
rest of the teachings of Humpleman et al. 

• Limitations of claims 33-38 

o Feature of column 5, lines 14-50 in combination with the 
rest of the teachings of Humpleman et al. 

Claims 39-56 Venners et al. 

• A communication apparatus connected to a predetermined network 

o Feature of system of figure 1 

• Input and output means (I/O) for communicating with at least one other apparatus 
connected to said network 

o Feature of top section (one-third section) of the figure 1 

• Communication control means for controlling said input and output means to output 
a first command requesting said at least one other apparatus to enable said at least 
one other apparatus to input stream data and to output a second command for 
confirming whether said at least one other apparatus is ready to input said stream 
data 

o Feature of column 5, lines 14-50 

• Wherein (I/O) retransmits said second command when said communication control 
means determines by a response based on said second command that said at least 
one other apparatus is not ready to input said stream data 

o Feature of column 5, lines 14-50 

• Limitations of claims 41 -56 

o Feature of column 5, lines 14-50 in combination with the 
rest of the teachings of Humpleman et al. 
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Claims 57-58 Venners et al. 

• A communication apparatus connected to a predetermined network 

o Feature of a system of figure 1 

• Input and output means (I/O) for communicating with at least one other apparatus 
connected to said network 

o Feature of top section (one-third section) of the figure 1 

• Communication control means for controlling said I/O to transmit data notifying that 
said at least one other apparatus is ready to transmit stream data when said 
communication control means receives at said input and output means a command 
for confirming whether said at least one other apparatus is ready to transmit said 
stream data 

o Feature of column 5, lines 14-50 

• Communication control means for controlling said I/O to transmit data indicating a 
status in which said at least one other apparatus is ready to transmit stream data to 
said command transmission source ... said notifying command 

o Feature of column 5, lines 14-50 

b. As for the method claims 24-58, it appears that the Venners patent 
teachings do not exactly teach the claimed communication control means in 
terms of specific types of data that are being communicated over the 
bus/network. However, the Venners reference does teach all of the substantially 
identical handshake protocols for communicating data among devices on the 
bus/network for the purpose of controlling communication (i.e., the claimed 
communication control means). Therefore, it would have been obvious at the 
time the invention was made to one having ordinary skill in the art to come up 
with the claimed invention from the teachings of the Venners for the motivation 
and purpose of communication among devices on the bus/network, as discussed 
above. 

c. As for the claims 1-23 are the method version of the above-discussed 
claims 24-58, therefore, the teachings of the method claims are similarly applied. 
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9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Christopher B Shin whose telephone number is 571- 
272-4159. The examiner can normally be reached on 6:30-5:00 M,Tu,Th,F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jeffrey Gaffin can be reached on 571-272-4146. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Christopher B Shin 
Primary Examiner 
Of 21 82 



October 26, 2004 
cbs 




